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Science Accommodation as Picturing-Hanging: Framing and Securing 

Writing accommodations for scientific research is a lot like picture-hanging. When 

decorating a new house, one might consider dressing up the bare walls of the living room with 

pictures, photos, paintings, etc. This process involves choosing appropriate frames for the 

pictures and securing each with whatever form of fastener one might have on hand. 

Accommodating a science research paper involves a similar sort of process: choosing an 

appropriate “frame” or slant for the accommodation piece and “securing” the writer’s appeal to 

credibility and ethos through the use of direct quotes or references. A close analysis of two 

accommodations (“Reptiles That Wait for Sex Live Longer” and “Sex-loving, meat-eating 

reptiles have shorter lives”) of an original report (“Late bloomers and baby boomers: ecological 

drivers of longevity in squamates and tuatara”) support the claim that science accommodation 

involves a two-fold process of framing and securing. 

Framing 

“What’s in a name? That which we call a rose by any other name would smell as sweet” 

(Romeo & Juliet.2.2), but in science writing, names do affect the experience of the beholder. The 

“name” of a science writing article is its title; the title frames the entire piece of writing, 

functioning not only to grab a reader’s attention but also to promote certain implications—the 

“why”—behind particular research. Just as a picture frame provides the “boundaries” for a 

painting, so the name “frame” of a science article delineates the scope of its topic. The titles of 
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the three pieces under critique ultimately reveal that the science accommodations assign deeper 

implications to the research than what was intended in the original research paper. 

Both science accommodations suggest that the research findings concerning the longevity 

of certain reptiles could apply to a human life. The title of the Yahoo! news article reads, 

“Reptiles That Wait for Sex Live Longer.” The word “wait” has anthropomorphic connotations 

because waiting usually employs a conscious, self-reflective choice, and it is unknown whether 

or not animals make self-reflective choices. Furthermore, “wait” refers to time, which some 

people would argue is a social, human construct. At any rate, readers would therefore likely 

relate to this word, which sets them up to associate with the remaining part of the title. Taken 

altogether, “Reptiles That Wait for Sex Live Longer” can be read as an implicit 

recommendation; some readers may be drawn to the conclusion that what affects reptiles may 

also affect humans. The title of the Science Daily article has a similar effect as that of the Yahoo! 

news: “Sex-loving, meat-eating reptiles have shorter lives.” The term “sex-loving” is the 

anthropomorphic phrase that readers would immediately attach to; after all, although reptiles 

engage in sex, we don’t know whether they “love” it. Again, because an anthropomorphic word 

or phrase provides a hook for readers to relate personally with the text, the remaining text may 

also be perceived as “relating” to the readers. Whereas “Reptiles That Wait for Sex Live Longer” 

poses a recommendation because it is positively stated, “Sex-loving, meat-eating reptiles have 

shorter lives” presents a warning because it is negatively stated. 

Interestingly, even the title of the original research piece seems to have an 

anthropomorphic reference: “Late bloomers and baby boomers: ecological drivers of longevity in 

squamates and the tuatara.” Typically, the phrases “late bloomers” and “baby boomers” remind 

us immediately of teenagers and the generation born post-World War II.  And yet, this 
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anthropomorphic reference doesn’t appear to function in the same way as the anthropomorphic 

references in the science accommodation titles. First, “late bloomers” and “baby boomers” are 

more like colloquialisms meaning “to physically mature late” and “members of a generation in 

which the birthrate increased.” Although these slang terms usually refer to humans, they don’t 

describe a specifically human attribute (such as what is implied by “wait” and “sex-loving”). In 

fact, since “late bloomers and baby boomers” does not necessarily attribute human 

characteristics to animals, the phrase could actually be functioning more as a personification of 

the animals under study. Unlike anthropomorphism, personification uses an animal, object, or 

idea more as a symbol for a person. In this case, the symbol is also very specific and would apply 

to a smaller demographic than more general, anthropomorphic terms. 

Furthermore, the level of specificity throughout the entire original research title also 

reduces the likelihood that someone would relate with it on a personal level because most people 

would typically relate better with layman’s terms than with scientific jargon. For example, the 

original research title specifies the research subjects as “squamates and the tuatara,” which 

includes all lizards and snakes and a lizardlike reptile found only on some small islands off New 

Zealand. This qualification is a far cry from the broad generalization of “reptiles,” the term 

which the two science accommodation articles use instead. Not only might the reader be 

unfamiliar with the scientific names in the original research article--which would hinder the 

title’s relational appeal--but the distinction between these types of reptiles and other types signals 

the implausibility of a universal application. If the scientific findings couldn’t apply to even all 

reptiles, one cannot expect them to apply to humans as well. Overall, one might conclude that 

although the titles of all three pieces appear very similar at first glance, the two accommodations 
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may imply more than what the original research intended, whereas the original research probably 

means only to draw reader attention with a catchy title. 

Securing 

When securing a picture to a wall, the goal is to make sure the picture remains stable and 

doesn’t crash to the ground and shatter. As the picture is to the decorator, so the article is to the 

science writer; his goal is not to let the story “shatter” by readership criticism and accusations--or 

worse, disinterest and dismissal. The writer can better secure the story by an ethos appeal in 

order to appear credible and authoritative on the subject. Of course, just as one has a pick of 

fasteners when hanging up a picture--command strips or a nail--so also does the science 

accommodator have a choice of multiple “fasteners.” 

Both the Science Daily article and the Yahoo! news article frequently attribute the 

information discussed to the researchers of the original research article, and they do so with in-

text “citations” including phrases such as “according to new research,” “the researchers found,” 

and “research shows.” Even though the reader already expects the accommodation to summarize 

the original research, the science writers still “hedge” their statements with attributions to the 

original researchers. This use of citation serves less to inform or remind the reader where the 

information comes from than to persuade the reader to regard the writing as reliable and credible. 

The Science Daily article quotes parts of the original research paper almost verbatim, 

though the article itself does not indicate the “plagiarized” portion with quotation marks. In 

contrast, the writer of the Yahoo! news article does not appear to have read the original research 

paper, though she does frequently use disclaimer terms as mentioned previously. The Yahoo! 

news article is arranged information-wise the exact same way the Science Daily article is 

arranged, but the Science Daily article does not follow the pattern of arrangement presented in 
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the original research paper. Although the writer of the Yahoo! news article follows the 

arrangement of the Science Daily, she takes pains to rephrase that information into her own 

words. 

Therefore, if a curious reader of the Science Daily article took the time to look up the 

original article, he or she might realize that much of the material in the Science Daily article 

consists of direct quotes from the original. This realization could then possibly boost the ethos of 

the Science Daily article in the mind of the reader; after all, not much of the information is 

changed. However, this ethos-boost is dependent on the reader’s initiative to read the original 

article; otherwise, the reader wouldn’t know how closely the Science Daily article echoes the 

original due to Science Daily’s lack of quotation marks. The writer of the Yahoo! news article 

seems not to have read the original article, but she builds ethos by inserting references to the 

original at the end of nearly every other paragraph in her article. The one article develops ethos 

through direct quotation and references to the original while the other develops ethos through 

suggestions of a seeming close reading and similar references. 

What to remember when picture-hanging 

Picture-hanging involves some tricks of the trade to remember, such as artistic principles 

when framing and common-sense when securing. Based on this analysis, we might infer that 

science accommodation also uses some tricks: first, “framing” an article may take place mainly 

in the title alone. The purpose of this framing is to catch reader attention by posing an implicit, 

“why this matters” idea, which may or may not be actually suggested by the original research 

paper. Second, “securing” the ethos of an article might take the form of direct quotation and/or 

frequent references to the original article—whether or not the writer really did read the original. 

Basically, science accommodation appears to be concerned with two goals (at least): eliciting 
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reader interest and maintaining that same interest throughout the article through the appearance 

of authority. 
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